Michel Foucault has a lot to answer for. His *Madness and civilization: a history of insanity in the age of reason* (1976) famously proposed that until the epistemic change denoted by the "Great Confinement" of the mid-seventeenth-century, the notion that madness might have anything to do with "difference"---either between the mad and the sane, or between individual manifestations of madness itself---was simply not entertained. Carol Thomas Neely is the latest scholar to take issue with Foucault\'s conclusions, and, by paying attention to the literary, medical and cultural history of madness between 1576 and 1632, she demonstrates just how far wide of the mark Foucault actually was. As Neely writes, "this period manifests heterogeneity, regendering, and widespread change in the discourses of distraction" (p. 2), and although there are perhaps not many critics left who take Foucault at his word, it is satisfying finally to have some evidence with which to counter his assertions.

Since *Distracted subjects* takes an avowedly eclectic and interdisciplinary approach to early modern madness, it would probably not be an appropriate first port of call for those seeking a comprehensive history of the manifestation and treatment of the condition in the period. However, as a work of literary and cultural criticism, it succeeds on a number of levels, and not least amongst the work\'s achievements is its eminent readability. Neely\'s prose engages, and her central argument, that the concept of madness undergoes constant redefinition as a result of its deployment in dramatic and medical discourses, is as easy to grasp as it is difficult to deny. The book is also valuable for the attention it devotes to the changing role of female patients in discourses of madness, and for its nuanced discussion of the condition in plays such as *The Spanish tragedy*, *King Lear*, and *Twelfth night*. Where these plays might once have been lumped indiscriminately together as dramatic representations of an all-encompassing state known simply as madness, Neely shows how they inform, and are informed by, early modern diagnoses and treatments of melancholy, lovesickness, and grief.

In a substantial final chapter, Neely turns her attention to the representation of Bedlamites on the seventeenth-century stage and, by analysing the five early modern plays in which performing mad persons appear, she suggests that these representations have very little to do with the historical Bethlem Hospital. She persuasively argues that these scenes were instead both a covert means of satirizing London professionals, and an opportunity for comic actors to give affected and extravagant performances. In disengaging theatrical bedlamites from historical "Bethlemites", Neely pays attention to the unfortunate regularity with which literary critics have been drawn to the analogy between the stage and the madhouse; however, historians do not escape censure either. Neely is sceptical about the sole piece of supposed documentary evidence for the presence of visitors paying to see performances at Bethlem: a 1610/11 entry in the accounts of Henry Percy, Earl of Northumberland, that notes a visit by the Earl\'s young children to "the show of Bethlehem" (p. 201). She suggests that the children probably visited, not the hospital, but a Christmas pageant or puppet-show, and the chapter ends with a revealing account of the misuse to which this evidence, and the wider notion of performances at Bethlem, has been put by generations of historians.

The work refers throughout to early modern medical case studies, and its discussion of the ingenious and often successful treatments for mental distraction, its nuanced and convincing readings of the plays, and its lavish illustrations, suggest that the volume should prove as popular with students as it will with academics.
